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Socialist Party of Gt. Britain 

Statement by H. Baldwin (S. W. London branch! 
& I. D'Arcv (Camden Branch!. 


To all Branches & Members. 
March 1978. 


Dear Comrades, 

We are issuing the following statement because we are convinced that the 
position we have taken up on the E.C. of being totally opposed to the reformist 
attitudes of some members and branches lies behind the unscrupulous and 
shameful campaign against us led and organised by L. E. Weidberg and ■ 

the Central Organiser. Those who took an active part in the campaign 
and the secret meetings now sit on the E.C. i.e. R. A. Weidberg & 


It is significant that for over 25 years we have given satisfactory service on the 
E.C., but it is only since the campaign of distortion and slander got under way that 
it was suddenly discovered that we were badly behaved, had a leadership 
complex, and bullied the E.C. This is a smokescreen to hide the real motives 
behind the squalid campaign. L. E. Weidberg does not accept the Party case on 
reforms or democracy; neither does R. A. Weidberg. agrees with 

accuses J. DArcy of having a rigid and mechanistic interpretation of the 
Party's case which means that D'Arcy & Baldwin will not support the campaigns 
for Women's Lib, Nuclear Disarmament, Higher students' grants, as did 
and Lawrence when on the E.C. 

The membership have been deliberately misled. The issues which are dividing 
the Party are those discussed in our reply to 

The whole case put forward by rests on his interpretation of the Party 
case on reforms. To begin with, he creates an artificial distinction between 
reforms and reformism, and claims this distinction has always been made by the 
Party. How can this be so? Reformism, according to is the acceptance of 

capitalism and its improvement by social reform. Reforms on the other hand, 
again according to are the introduction and, implementation of legislative 

measures by the state. This is a distinction without a difference. then asks 

us to accept that the Party is opposed to reformism but not reforms. In other 
words, the Party is opposed to workers accepting capitalism and voting for 
reforms which they consider to be in their interests, but at the same time the 
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Party is not opposed to workers voting for reforms and supporting capitalist 
parties in order to obtain them (reforms). An untenable position, and one which 
we do not hold nor ever have held. 

In order to confuse matters further, then makes another false claim when 
he says that the Party has committed itself to voting for certain reform measures 
under certain circumstances. He gives as an example the position of a minority of 
socialist M.P.s in parliament and maintains that they would vote for certain 
measures judged by the Party to be in the interests of the working class. This is 
not correct. Firstly, the Party has never supported or committed itself to 
supporting any particular reform. Secondly, the position of the socialist M.P.s is 
that any measure will be judged in the light of the advancement of our object, 
even if this means voting against measures which are in the interests of the 
working class. Were we to accept that the criteria for judging reforms was to be 
the furthering interest of the working class- there would be no logical reason for 
waiting until such times as we managed to return socialist M.P.s before entering 
into reformist activity. We could do it now. 

Further in his letter (17/5/77) makes the point that we are not opposed 
to reforms on principle, although we do not advocate them. As long as the D. of P. 
remains the sheet anchor of the Party we are opposed to reformist activity, as 
reformist activity cannot be separated from the capitalist political parties which 
advocate and implement reform policies. We are hostile to them and all they 
stand for on the ground of socialist principle. If we support reforms we must 
advocate them. If we oppose reforms we must still advocate opposition to them. 
There is no middle ground. To advocate means to sneak in favour of or plead 
another's cause. Wishing workers every success in pursuing reformist policies 
(Czechoslovakia) and supporting non-socialist political parties to obtain 
democratic reforms, as was the case in the editorial of the S.S. 1968, was in 
conflict with the D. of P. 

^m's principal object is to distort the Party's case-and make it appear that 
his reformist policies have the backing of Party statements. He cites as an 
example the E.C. statement of 1969 which according to him permitted the Party 
to oppose the government's Social Security Bill, which was described by the S.S. 
(May 1971) as another anti-strike bill, and which committed the Party to oppose 
it. The 1969 E.C. statement could not be interpreted in this way. Even the clause 
extracted by viz: "That with regard to reform proposals advocated by other 
parties and groups we explain how capitalism gives rise to the evils the reforms 
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are designed to remedy, analyse their probable effects, favourable and 
unfavourable", cannot be stretched to involve the Party in opposing or supporting 
any particular measure. What has not understood is that all aspects of 
social life, including reforms and Trade Unions, are liable to analysis, by the Party. 
Our propaganda is a reflection of this analysis. However, we are in the political 
field advocating a political solution to all social problems - which is Socialism, 

Our analysis is, therefore solely and exclusively for the purpose of our objective, 
not whether a particular measure is or is not in the interests of the working class. 
We are not called upon to pronounce our curse or give our blessing according to 
the merits of each case. Our responsibility is to Socialism. We should not 
compromise our position by jumping on and off the reformist bandwagon. 

Between 1968 and 1972, and the SSPC committed the Party to 
supporting the Squatters' movement and housing reform; the Campaign to 
release 5 jailed dockers, and the one day stoppage (strike) called by the TUC 
against the Tory government's Incomes & Prices Policy; support for bourgeois 
democracy in Czechoslovakia, and opposition to the Social Security Bill. We were 
in good company; the Labour Party, Communists, I.S., and every Left wing group 
took a similar line. 

A further complication is introduced by when he compares the action by 
Trade Unions to increase wages and shorten hours with political reformist 
activity. He claims that the Party endorses this activity. We do not. What he has 
overlooked is that the Party stands for the abolition of the wages system not for 
its continuation under some reformed scheme of social legislation, or Trade 
Union reforms. Trade Unions are a fact of social life, and are born out of the 
conditions of the class struggle. Used in a proper way they can and do prevent 
wages from falling and hours of work from rising. The Party recognise this. 

Trade Union activity takes place on the economic field and is an aspect of the 
class struggle. There can be no conflict between the Party and Trade Unions so 
long as the latter confine their activities to the economic field and use their 
organisations to fight the employers. We cannot take part in Trade Union 
struggles, nor do we have any contingent liability to support Trade Unions on the 
political field where they pursue sectional reformist interests. Then they are in 
the same category as other reformist groups. There are no instances where the 
Party has ever supported Trade Union reforms, or opposed anti Trade Union 
legislation. 

The struggle between labour and capital is a class struggle between employers 
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and employed. The struggle for reform is not a class struggle, and history has 
shown it can and does take place between capitalist parties in order to obtain 
working class support. 

as an individual member of the Party, is unimportant. However, there 
are a number of branches and members who hold these reformist views whilst 
paying lip service to the D. of P. Social reforms cannot be separated from non- 
socialist political action. We cannot give moral support to reforms because we 
are a political party - to do so would be hypocritical and worthless. We cannot 
take a complete inventory of all the social problems and reform solutions and 
spend time and energy separating the good from the bad. The welfare of the 
working class can only be served by propaganda which aims at its abolition. That 
is our single purpose, and we would detract from this were we to support or 
oppose reforms. 



